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Abstract 
As construction projects are becoming more complex and uncertain, and there is an increased focus on sustainability and green 
building, partnering is a way of enabling a non-adversarial environment. This creates a flexible process that helps e.g. retrofit 
projects achieving their goals. The purpose of this paper is to identify key elements that ensure the success of partnering projects 
for the different stakeholders. This paper will seek to answer the following questions: What elements are used in partnering 
projects?  Is there a link between the use of the different partnering elements and the project’s success seen from the client, 
contractor and user perspective? The research is carried out as a review of partnering literature, as well as an investigation of 10 
partnering projects within the Norwegian context, using a case study approach. The investigated projects were both new buildings 
and retrofittings. A preliminary survey with additional in-depth, semi-structured interviews of clients and contractors was 
conducted. A document study was also carried out as a supplement to the survey and interviews. Key partnering elements such as 
early involvement, value-based procurement and start-up workshop were identified through this study. Further analysis revealed 
that these partnering elements, in combination with soft elements such as trust, commitment and competence, help facilitate success 
for stakeholders. The identified key partnering elements gives practitioners an implication of which partnering elements should be 
implemented to achieve project success and more sustainable buildings.  
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1. Introduction 
The use of partnering as a project delivery model emerge as an important trend in the Norwegian construction 
industry. Public clients such as the Norwegian Directorate of Public Construction and Property (Statsbygg) have 
developed their own models for executing partnering projects, but also municipalities are implementing partnering at 
an increasing scale. The popularity appears to be due to the traditionally adversarial culture and the high level of 
conflicts typically associated with the construction industry [1]. A driving force for partnering being more in demand 
seems, partly, to be that projects are getting more uncertain and complex than before [2], and partly due to the increased 
focus on sustainability. As stated in the report State of the Nation 2015 [3], municipal buildings are in particular 
characterized by a lag in maintenance and are in need of retrofitting and refurbishment in order to be as effective as 
possible. As these types of projects often experience scope creep, partnering is found to be a well suited project 
delivery model.    
 Construction projects are often associated with low efficiency, mainly due to the large focus on transactions [4]. 
The aim of introducing measures such as partnering is to increase productivity, avoid conflicts and shorten execution 
time by focusing on relations rather than transactions. The use of such measures may also lead to an increase in 
innovation and thus better products [5].  
Different partnering models are in use within the Norwegian context. Haugseth et.al [6] investigated how partnering 
projects are executed in Norway, and examined elements that are used in partnering projects. However, the list of 
elements identified by Haugseth et al. [6] is not complete, and needs to be supplemented. At the same time, since 
implementation of partnering elements demands resources and dedication, it will be useful to establish a link between 
what partnering elements that are used and the projects’ success. In order to do so, the paper addresses the following 
two questions: 
 
1. What elements are used in partnering projects? 
2. Is there a link between the use of the different partnering elements and the projects’ success seen from the 
client, contractor and user perspective? 
 
When assessing project success, the focus is on the client, contractor and user perspective. The perspectives of the 
consultants and architect are thus not evaluated. The practitioners from the clients and contractors were asked about 
the users’ satisfaction with the end product. Based on the limited number of cases in this study, the conclusions are 
narrowed to address management and collaboration aspects of partnering projects in Norway, but they should partly 
be applicable in an international setting.  
The following theory part presents the definitions of partnering and success. In part three, the research method is 
elaborated upon. The results from the case studies will be presented in part 4, and further discussed in part 5. The 
paper will conclude with a set of recommended partnering elements that are important for a successful outcome for 
both clients and contractors.  
2. Theory 
2.1. Background 
Relational contracting has been a growing trend in the construction industry since its humble beginning in the late 
1980s and early 90s. Largely based on insights from the Latham [7] and Egan [8] reports, public clients have started 
the shift from a practice based on transactions towards establishing relations.  
One main ambition of relational contracting is to avoid adverse objectives and conflicts, which have characterized 
the industry for too long [9]. In order to achieve this, a relationship based on trust between the actors should be 
established. The literature argues that this can be achieved through relational contracting concepts such as alliancing, 
joint venture, public private partnership, partnering and integrated project delivery (IPD) [10]. Partnering, focusing 
essentially on improving cooperation within existing frameworks, separates itself from alliancing and IPD by being a 
more conservative approach than the latter[11, 12]. Alliancing and IPD are typically more explicitly incorporated in 
the contractual structure, and can thus be seen as independent project delivery models.   
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2.2. Definition 
Despite having been studied thoroughly for the last 25 years, the literature still presents no commonly shared 
definition of partnering. Many researchers have tried to establish a common definition of the concept, but it has proven 
to be difficult due to its ambiguous characteristics [13-15] . The Construction Industry Institute has presented the most 
widely accepted definition of partnering, notably as “[a] long-term commitment between two or more organizations 
for the purpose of achieving objectives by maximizing the effectiveness of each participant’s resources.(…) The 
relationship is based upon trust, dedication to common goals and an understanding of each other’s individual 
expectations and values.” [16]. This definition explains what partnering is in its purest form, but it does not 
acknowledge the challenges of public clients who have to execute tender competitions due to public procurement 
regulations. Bennett and Jayes [17] introduce the concept of project-partnering, where partnering effects can be 
achieved over a single-project [17]. This definition has been used during this research, as it is more applicable for 
public clients who have difficulty establishing long-term cooperation over multiple projects due to legislation. 
 
2.3. Purpose of partnering 
 By establishing relations and a “pain and gain sharing”-mentality, partnering aims to accomplish a positive 
environment in the project and achieving success for all participants [18]. The effect of this can be difficult to measure 
due to interrelated processes and different goals, in addition to perspectives making it difficult to assess project success 
[19]. Still; literature points to several benefits that can be obtained by using a partnering approach, such as less conflict, 
increased productivity, shorter execution time, more innovation, better cost efficiency, increased flexibility, improved 
work environment and continuous improvement of quality in results and services [6, 20-22]. Even though these 
benefits may be greater in long-term partnerships, project partnering in public sector is claimed to be able to achieve 
a 10,5% schedule reduction and 16,3% cost reduction [23]. As public construction contracts steadily increase in size, 
these potential savings will be a great asset in order to make a more viable industry.  
2.4. Partnering elements 
There are numerous ways of implementing partnering, and thereby achieving the intended effects [14, 24]. The list 
of elements in Table 1 was identified through a study of literature [1, 6, 14, 18, 25]. The different categories were 
chosen by the authors, and represents areas in the contract where the element is applicable. The elements can be 
combined in different ways, and some elements are interconnected. For instance, when target cost with bonus-malus 
is presented in the project, it is typically convenient to combine it with open books and work based on cost-plus. 
2.5. Success 
The aim of this article is to establish a connection between use of partnering elements and project success. Success 
is a term with many different definitions in project management literature. In order to assess success for different 
stakeholders, success is defined as “The accomplishment of an aim or purpose” as stated in Oxford dictionary of 
English. This means that success in partnering projects simply means the accomplishment of an objective [26].  
This definition of success is also applicable for the different perspectives investigated in this paper. During the 
interviews, the interviewees were asked about their objectives with the project. The outcome was then dependent on 
whether their objective was met during or after the project was finished. The stakeholders’ objectives were most often 
linked to the so-called Iron Triangle of cost, quality and time. Success as to the long-term effects of the product was 
not investigated.  
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Table 1 Summary of partnering elements, sorted after categories by the authors 
Partnering elements 
Procurement Conflict resolution 
Pre-qualification Predetermined strategy for disputes 
Value-based procurement Contractual right to replace people 
Functional description Contractual right to replace firms 
Client possibility to terminate agreement Workshops  
Distribution of responsibility Facilitator 
Partnering charter Start-up workshop 
Client administrated design Workshops during project 
Design and build contract Sum-up workshops 
Transferred operational responsibility to contractor Co-localisation of partnering group 
Work based on cost-plus Involvement in partnering group and target cost 
Process  Including architect in partnering group 
Intention agreement before establishing target cost Including architect in target cost and bonus/malus 
Target cost with bonus/malus Including consultants in partnering group 
Allocation in target cost due to unfortunate design  Including consultants in target cost and bonus/malus 
Open book Including technical- and/or sub-contractors in partnering group  
Early involvement of contractor 
Incentive agreement Including technical- and/or sub-contractors in target cost and 
bonus/malus Mutual objectives 
 
 
2.6. Hard elements vs. soft elements 
The literature distinguishes between hard and soft elements in managing projects [24, 27]. Hard elements include 
elements that either are directly regulated in the contract or has its root in the procurement process. Soft elements, on 
the other hand, are related to the relationship between the people in the project [24]. The literature generally identifies 
the most important soft elements as trust, communication, long-term commitment and cooperation, whilst the most 
important hard elements are having real pain/gain sharing mechanism and a use of a legally binding partnering charter 
[13]. In some cases, hard contractual elements and soft coincide, such as start-up workshop and mutual objectives 
[24].  
3. Research Method 
This article is based on a literature review and case studies of 10 partnering projects in the Norwegian construction 
industry. The reason for choosing a case study approach was to investigate if hard partnering elements actually leads 
to success in projects. The 10 projects were identified through the authors’ network of practitioners, and chosen on 
basis of (1) being partnering projects, and (2) having been executed in recent years.  
The research design is based on the principles as described in Yin [28] with both triangulation of methods and 
perspectives to strengthen the analysis.  
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3.1. Literature review 
In order to map existing research and reveal knowledge gaps, a literature review was conducted. The review was 
carried out through structured searches in the well-known databases Scopus and Science Direct. The first searches 
was conducted with the words “partnering” and “concept”. This resulted in many hits, where most were irrelevant to 
the subject. As a result, the search was narrowed by the additional search words “success”, “experience” and 
“advantages”. The literature study revealed a gap in research about what hard partnering elements that lead to success. 
3.2. Case studies 
The case studies were carried out as what Yin [28] calls explanatory case studies. Explanatory case studies prove 
best adapted to situations where the problem at hand is previously investigated and there is an existing theoretical 
framework. This fits the situation of partnering within the Norwegian context, and is well-suited for multiple case 
studies. Three of the investigated projects were retrofitting and refurbishment projects, whilst the other seven were 
new buildings. All of the examined projects were executed and finished during the last six years.  
3.2.1. Survey 
A preliminary survey was conducted in order to gather and organize a large quantity of information most 
effectively. The survey was distributed by e-mail, and as all the 16 respondents of the survey were to be interviewed 
after submission, the return rate was 100 %. The survey consisted of three parts; (1) project characteristics, (2) use of 
partnering elements and (3) the partnering elements’ impact on success. During the information retrieval phase, it 
became evident that part 3 was the most challenging to answer. The challenges seemed to stem from a difficulty of 
saying if one partnering element was more important for success than the others, as they are more or less 
interconnected. This problem was mainly sorted out during the interviews, where interviewees were given the 
opportunity to elaborate their initial survey answers.  
3.2.2. Interviews 
16 in-depth interviews concerning the ten cases were executed, and the client was interviewed in all the cases. It 
proved difficult to make arrangements with the contractors, and as the answers from the interviewed contractors 
corresponded well with those from the clients, it was considered as sufficient to interview six of the contractors. All 
interviews were conducted as semi-structured following the principles described by Corbin and Strauss [29]. The 
interview procedure was to allow the interviewees to talk as freely as possible, and ask follow-up questions when 
needed. Because the projects originate from different locations in Norway, 12 of the interviews were conducted by 
phone or video conference tools such as Skype. Four interviews were conducted face-to-face. 
3.2.3. Document study 
In some cases, interviewees sent documents describing their project, project delivery model or organization. These 
documents were studied, and they served as a supplement to the survey and interviews. The documents made it easier 
to ask the right questions and understand the given answers.  
4. Findings  
4.1. Elements used in partnering projects 
The use of different partnering elements in the investigated cases was mapped through the preliminary survey. The 
interviewees were asked to mark what partnering elements were used in their projects, and got a chance to elaborate 
their answers during the interview. From the list of totally 30 pre-defined elements, seven were found to be 
implemented in all ten projects. The appearance of the other elements varied in different cases. An additional three 
partnering elements were used in the projects characterized as successful. Table 2 presents a summary of the given 
answers, sorted in the categories introduced in Table 1. The categorization was carried out to see what categories had 
the most implemented elements, and to make it clear what elements in the table that are new.  
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Table 2 Use of partnering elements in the 10 investigated projects, sorted in the categories from Table 1 
Project number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Procurement 
Pre-qualification X X  X X  X X X X 
Value-based procurement X X X X X X X X X X 
Functional description X X X X X X X X X X 
Client possibility to terminate agreement X X X X X X X X X X 
Distribution of responsibility 
Partnering charter X X X X X X X X X X 
Client administrated design           
Design and build contract X X X X X X X X X X 
Transferred operational responsibility to contractor  X        X 
Work based on cost-plus X X X       X 
Process 
Intention agreement before establishing target cost X X        X 
Target cost with bonus/malus X X X       X 
Allocation in target cost due to unfortunate design  X X        X 
Open book X X X       X 
Early involvement of contractor X X (X) X X X X X (X) X 
Incentive agreement           
Mutual objectives X X  X X X    X 
Conflict resolution 
Predetermined strategy for disputes X X X X      X 
Contractual right to replace people  X X X X  X X X X 
Contractual right to replace firms  X  X X  X X X  
Workshops 
Facilitator X  X  X X X X   
Start-up workshop X X X X X X X X X X 
Workshops during project X   X X  X X  X 
Sum-up workshops X  X   X   X X 
Co-localization of partnering group  X        X 
Involvement in partnering group and target cost 
Including architect in partnering group X X  X X X X X X X 
Including architect in target cost and bonus/malus X         X 
Including consultants in partnering group X X  X X X X X X X 
Including consultants in target cost and bonus/malus X         X 
Including technical- and/or sub-contractors in partnering group  X X  X X X X X X X 
Including technical- and/or sub-contractors in target cost and bonus/malus X         X 
New elements 
Building information model  X  X X X    X 
Meeting to ensure alignment between design phase and design and build contract   X   X    X 
Volunteer group composition     X X  X X  X 
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All of the projects were conducted with a “partnering phase” of 2-12 months before entering a design and build 
contract. During the partnering phase, the client, contractor, consultants and architect cooperated to develop a pre-
project. The use of design and build contracts in partnering projects is due to the lack of standardized contract 
regulations for Norwegian partnering projects. For the projects where “Early involvement of contractor” is marked 
with (X), the contractor was acquired right before signing the design and build contract, whilst the projects with X 
had a partnering phase of 6-12 months before signing the contract.  
Two elements; client administrated design and incentive agreement, were not used in any of the projects. This is 
due to the use of design and build contracts, and target price with bonus-malus. Projects that were conducted with a 
fixed price contract did not have incentive agreements in terms of bonuses.  
As shown in Table 2, three new elements were discovered in addition to the 30 pre-defined elements:  
 
x Use of building information models (BIM) when dealing with the users. BIM makes it easier to understand what 
the actual building plan is, and is therefore said, by the interviewees, to be an important communication tool for 
the clients’ user coordinator. It is also an effective design tool.  
x Meeting to ensure alignment of the plans from the preliminary design phase and the design and build contract. 
Respondents maintain that this is best done by one or more meetings at the end of the preliminary design phase. 
This point in the project also represent the time for transfer of risk from client to contractor. Whether the entire 
risk is transferred to the contractor, or shared between the partners in the group varies in the different projects.  
x Volunteer group composition is used in five of the projects. It encourages the contractors, consultants and 
architects to compose teams that most likely work well together. Volunteer group composition makes it possible 
to construct good teams that can have a long-term commitment to each other.  
4.2. The link between partnering elements and projects’ success from the client, contractor and user perspective  
When the interviewees were asked about the project’s success, both contractor and client agreed on the outcome. 
Therefore, in the seven projects characterized as successes, both parties were satisfied. In addition, in the three projects 
characterized as failures for both parties the users were satisfied according to the clients and contractors. This means 
that the outcome for the users seems independent from the outcome of the client and contractor. 
All the interviewees were asked to prioritize the implemented elements from Table 2 according to their importance 
for success. This proved difficult due to the interdependency between the different elements. This was sorted out 
during the interviews, where the interviewees were challenged to elaborate on their views, and talk freely about their 
own experiences. In order to make the results comparable, the 10 most important elements for the clients and 
contractors are presented in Table 3. Some of the elements were given the same priority by the interviewees, something 
which make them equally important to success.  
Table 3 The partnering elements that are most important for project success according to interviewees from ten clients and six contractors, 
respectively 
Client Contractor 
Priority Element Priority Element 
1 Early involvement of contractor 1 Early involvement of contractor 
2 Value-based procurement 2 Mutual objectives 
3 Design and build contract 3 Design and build contract 
4 Start-up workshop 4 Including architect in partnering group 
5 Client possibility to terminate agreement 5 Including consultants in partnering group 
5 Including architect in partnering group 5 Including technical contractors in partnering group 
6 Including consultants in partnering group 6 Target cost with bonus/malus 
7 Partnering charter 7 Start-up workshop 
8 Including technical contractors in partnering group 8 Partnering charter 
9 Mutual objectives 8 Value-based procurement 
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Surprisingly, the interviewees from the clients and the contractors agree on 9 out of the 11 most important 
partnering elements presented in Table 3. Early involvement of contractor and design and build is given the same 
priority, but partnering charter is also given high priority.  
5. Discussion 
A total of seven elements are common to all the investigated projects. When looking at the seven projects 
characterized as a success for both client and contractor, ten common elements emerge; value-based procurement, 
functional description, client possibility to terminate agreement, partnering charter, including architect, consultants 
and technical contractors in the partnering group, design and build contracts, early involvement of contractor and start-
up workshop. None of the categories from Table 1 and 2 are significantly more used than the others.  
Out of the ten projects, seven was said to be a success for both the client and contractor. At the same time, the three 
failed projects were characterized as a failure by both. This is because the clients and contractors shared perspectives 
in the projects, meaning that they both succeeded or failed together. The interviewees claimed, regardless of whether 
they represented the clients or the contractors, that the users were satisfied in all the 10 projects. However, the client 
representatives admitted that the users were interested in moving to a building that was better than the former one. In 
this assessment of success, no long-term effects of the buildings have been studied. This means that by looking at the 
long-term effects, the users’ assessment of success may change.  
This study reveal that nine out of the eleven different elements prioritized as important for success by the clients 
and contractors were implemented in all the successful projects. This motivated the authors to further investigate how 
well the recommendations actually corresponded with what partnering elements that were implemented. Figure 1 
illustrates the recommended priority of elements against the number of projects that used them. The recommended 
priority of the elements is the average of the results given from both client and contractor. The most important element 
for success is given the score 11 (as there were a total of eleven different recommended elements), lower numbers 
mean lower priority. The use of these elements were then counted in the investigated projects.  
 
 









Early involvement of contractor
Value-based procurement
Design and build contract
Including architect in partnering
group
Including consultants in partnering
group
Including techincal contractors in
partnering groupMutual objectives
Start-up workshop
Target cost with bonus-malus
Partnering charter
Clients possibility to terminate
agreement
Recommended priority of elements
Number of projects that used the element
Number of successful projects that used the element
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The results show that most of the projects actually implemented the recommended elements except “mutual 
objectives” and “target cost with bonus malus”. Mutual objectives is a recommended element from both client and 
contractor (Table 3), and should therefore be expected to be more widespread in usage. As a reduced number of 
conflicts is one of the desired effects of partnering [20], mutual objectives is a key element that helps contribute to 
this benefit.   
Although target cost is stated as a core partnering element by e.g. Eriksson [13], Cook and Hancher [30] and Black 
et.al. [20], it is understandable that it is not used in all the projects. This is because the target cost presupposes a certain 
level of complexity and uncertainty in order to be advantageous. The research also shows that target cost requires a 
client willing to share risk during execution with the contractor, as well as facilitating trust and commitment between 
the parties. In projects where the uncertainty is low after initial design, and/or the client is not willing to share the risk 
during execution with the contractor, a fixed price contract will suit better than target cost.  
The elements that are mutually recommended by client and contractor, and implemented in the successful projects, 
namely; early involvement of contractor, inclusion of technical contractor in partnering group, value-based 
procurement and start-up workshop all coincide with what Eriksson [13] states as either core or optional partnering 
elements. In addition, functional descriptions can be seen as a prerequisite of partnering and therefore also a “given” 
element.  
All of the projects had a termination possibility for the client. Eriksson [13] does not mention the need for such a 
termination possibility, but it was encouraged by the interviewees on the basis of the characteristics of the industry. 
One of the three projects characterized as a failure used the possibility to terminate the agreement in order to prevent 
the project from becoming an even bigger failure. The other two projects failed mainly due to a misaligned 
understanding of the contract. Terminating the agreement after initial design could potentially have saved the projects 
from becoming failures. As a result, a possibility for the client to terminate agreement, or not offer the contractor the 
design and build contract, is an element needed as a lifeline in saving the projects from becoming massive failures for 
the clients.  
Even though there were 10 common elements in the successful projects, the same 10 elements were used in two of 
the failed projects. When the interviewees were asked about what made the project a success, they all pointed to 
relationship-based elements such as building trust and commitment. In-depth questions about the soft elements impact 
on success revealed that the interviewed practitioners see them as equally important to success as the hard elements.  




Mutual objectives  Includes mutual success criteria and respect for individual objectives. 
Clients ability to make 
decisions 
Decisions should be made at lowest operational level for fast clarification and decision-making. 
Workshops Especially in start-up phase. Workshops should be combined with team building activities and “get-to-know-each 
other” activities. 
Trust Includes openness. It is important that project managers do not have hidden agendas and start litigation processes. 
Trust must be given unconditionally by client and lived up to by contractor. 
Commitment  Both project participants and top management must show commitment to the project and the established goals. 
Long-term commitment between client and contractor is desired [24], but not possible for public clients.  
Competence Partnering competence is vital in order to establish trust in the project. Success depends on the understanding of the 
concept of partnering. Construction competence is also important in order to make the right decisions and choosing 
the right design.  
Communication Good communication skills and open communication channels. Disputes and conflicts should be solved at the 
lowest possible organizational level, and handled when they occur.   
Choosing the right 
people  
Contracting should be based on volunteer group composition. Important to choose the right people in the 
organization from client as well.  
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Some stated that the soft elements are what makes it possible to turn the hard, contractual elements into success for 
the stakeholders. As an example, two of the investigated projects were executed using almost the same partnering 
elements and project delivery model. However, one of the projects was a huge success, whilst the other was 
characterized as a failure. What separated the two projects was the bonus/malus distribution where the client would 
always “win” in the failed project, and the lack of understanding of the partnering concept. It also became evident 
during the interviews that there was a big difference in the participants’ attitude in the two projects, which may have 
influenced the outcome. 
The soft partnering elements listed in Table 4 is to a large extent present in all successful construction projects, and 
are not limited only to partnering projects. Some of the elements could be both soft and hard, such as workshops, 
volunteer group composition, and mutual objectives [24]. In these cases, the hard elements force participants to 
implement the soft elements, and thereby achieve greater effects. At the same time, the soft elements are important 
for achieving full benefit with the hard elements. This means that the hard and soft elements are interdependent, and 
that success in partnering can be a result of both.   
As construction projects are getting more uncertain and complex, and the scope is getting more ambitious, it 
becomes increasingly difficult to meet the objectives. This is the situation with for example retrofit and green building 
projects, which have become more in demand in recent years. According to literature, partnering can help uncertain 
and complex projects where innovation is needed to meet their objectives [1]. As there is also an increased focus on 
cost efficiency and productivity, partnering may contribute to making a more viable industry, and also making 
ambitious projects more successful. Many of the investigated projects were both ambitious in scope, had multiple user 
groups and a tight budget. Although not all the projects were a success for the client and contractor, most of them met 
their objectives. In addition, the users where satisfied in all the projects.  
When asked about achievement of desired effects of partnering, most interviewees mentioned less conflict, better 
work environment and shorter execution time as main effects. Although stated in literature, none of the interviewees 
mentioned increased innovation as an effect of partnering. This may be due to: 1) partnering did not increase 
innovation in the design process, or 2) practitioners do not recognize innovation in the design phase. Further 
investigations must be conducted in order to find the real reason for the alleged lack of innovation.  
6. Conclusion  
6.1. Partnering elements used in the projects  
From the 30 pre-defined elements, seven were found to be implemented in all the investigated projects; design and 
build, value-based procurement, functional description, client possibility to terminate agreement, partnering charter, 
start-up workshop and early involvement of contractor. Three additional elements were common for all the successful 
projects; inclusion of architect, consultants and technical contractors in the partnering charter.  
Three new partnering elements were uncovered, namely: BIM, meeting to ensure alignment of the plans from the 
preliminary design phase with the design and build contract and volunteer group composition. BIM is useful both as 
a design tool in retrofit projects, and as a tool to improve communication with large groups of users. In order to ensure 
that the pre-project is anchored in the partnering group, meetings between the participants in the pre-project partnering 
phase and participants in the design and build contract is recommended. This will also help ensure alignment of the 
client’s and contractor’s understanding of the contract. Procurement of the whole group, in combination with volunteer 
group composition, was also used in five of the projects. This means that the client signs one single contract with the 
group composed by the contractor, the consultants and the architect.  
 
6.2. The link between partnering elements and projects’ success from the client, contractor and user perspective 
Although there is a link between 10 common elements and the seven successful projects, the same ten elements 
were also implemented in two of the failed projects. As a result, we conclude that the hard elements alone will not 
necessarily lead to success. Table 5 contains elements that are common in all successful projects, recommended by 
the clients, contractors and authors, and soft elements that helps facilitate the hard elements. The common elements 
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are the ten common elements from the successful projects. The recommended hard elements are based on the ranking 
of elements in Table 3. In addition, volunteer group composition, open book economy and inclusion of the entire 
partnering group in the target cost is added by the authors to the recommended hard elements. This is because the 
contractors’ recommendation of target cost implies full openness and involvement by all stakeholders to achieve the 
desired effects of the element. Soft elements that help build relations are listed together with the common and 
recommended hard elements in Table 5. This is because the soft elements are actually what facilitates success, and 
that the hard elements alone will not lead to success without the presence of the soft ones.  
Table 2 Important elements in achieving success in partnering projects 
Common hard elements Recommended hard elements Soft elements 
Value-based procurement Pre-qualification Mutual objectives 
Functional description Volunteer group composition Client representative ability and mandate to make decisions  
Partnering charter Mutual objectives Workshop in start-up and during project, as well as 
teambuilding activities.  
Design and build contract Target cost with bonus/malus Trust needs to start at the top, and work its way down.    
Early involvement of contractor Open book economy Commitment to the project and established objectives.  
Start-up workshop Inclusion of the whole partnering 
group in the target cost 
Partnering competence in order to put the principals into 
life.  
Including architect, consultants and 
technical contractors in the partnering 
group.  
 Common, open communication channels in the project. 
BIM is recommended as a tool to improve communication 
with users.  
Client possibility to terminate 
agreement 
 Choose the right people that make out an effective team. 
This means procurement based on interviews and 
competence among others.  
 
Although the investigated cases used different partnering models, seven of the ten projects were characterized as a 
success for both client and contractor. In the three failed projects, both contractor and client agreed that the project 
was a failure. For all of the ten projects, the users seem to be satisfied with the product. This leads to the conclusion 
that in the studied projects, the challenge was to govern the process and facilitate true partnership between the involved 
parties. As the focus on green building increases and project characteristics are becoming more complex and uncertain, 
soft elements such as commitment, communication and trust will become even more important in order to succeed.  
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